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12 March 1755 


fo 
The Honorable William F. Knowland ” 
United States Senate 
Washington 25, D.C. 


Dear Bill: 


Following your suggestion at luncheon the 
other day, l have reviewed the article by Ferreus, 
originally printed in the October 1954 issue of 
the REVIEW OF POLITICS under the heading 
‘Courage or Perdition? -- The 14 Fundamental 
Facte of the Nuclear Age.’ I find it very inter- 
esting and thought provoking and am passing it 
on to others here in the shop. 


Sincerely yours, 


Allen W, Dulles 
Director 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


WASHINGTON, D. Cc. 


OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 


9 March 1955 


The Honorable William F. Knowland 
United States Senate 
Washington, 25, D. C. 


f —_ 


i 
Dear SenateanKnewdland: 


Following your suggestion at luncheon the 
other day, I have reviewed the article by Ferreus, 
originally printed in the October 1954 issue of the 
REVIEW OF POLITICS under the heading "Courage 
or Perdition? -- The 14 Fundamental Facts of the 
Nuclear Age,'' ag I find it very interesting and 
thought provoking. 


j agpeyy ours, 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: MR JULLES 
STAT You asked ee prepare a study 
| of Sen. Knowland's "extended remarks" in 
Congressional Record. The Record is also 
attached. 


7 March 1955 
(DATE) 
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THE 14 FUNDAMENTAL FACTS OF THE NUCLEAR AGE 


1. 


The inevitability of the nucleonic age and the emergency of nuclear 
industrial potentials is the first fundamental fact which we must grasp 
firmly. 


International control would be possible only as a sham and, if adopted, 
would constitute an extreme and unacceptable security hazard. 


Soviet talk about control is designed to disarm the United States and 
enhance the nuclear posture of world communisn. 


While the historical Alexanders, Napoleons, and Hitlers were pitiable 
illusionists, the atomically armed future aggressor may be the greatest 
military realist of all times, and hence end up as the first true world 
conqueror in history. 


Nuclear weapons are the key of modern military power, and hence the 
irreplaceable key to American security. 


The nuclear problem is not susceptible to solutions by legal agreement, 
nor by any other trick aiming at the evanescence of nuclear weapons. 


Insufficient forces in being and inadequate quantities of modern weapons, 
as well as poor command, alliance and decision-making structures which 
are not responsive to the requirements of rapid modern war, constitute 
an invitation to nuclear death, especially so since in a modern war the 
first battle may decide the outcome of the entire conflict. 


Future wars hardly will be fought with weapons ordered and produced 
after the start of hostilities. 


Phony security is the excessive hazard in the present phase of the 
nuclear age. 


Industrial application of nuclear energy offers an excellent chance for 
the social strengthening of the free world. 


To satisfy this need, undoubtedly, additional research funds may be 
required but more important still would be the streamlining of overly 
long and constructed bureaucratic channels. American technological 
and industrial time lags are too long. 


Shall we consider the need to weaken, modify, or replace the Soviet 
Goverment to be the léth basic fact of the nuclear age? 


Only one thing is worse than nuclear war: Defeat in such a war. 


In any event, in proclaiming good intentions of peacefulness with respect 
to future wars we are forced to look hard at the 14th fact of the atomic 


age which, perhaps, is the most ominous of all: ee = an atomic conflict 
the ond sition to 
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_ ‘True, the mere existence of nuclear indus- 
-tries or even of atomic weapons does not by 


~-— 


impossible through nuclear disarmament. 
There have been numerous schemes setting 


nels, underground installations, and even in 
innocent-locking city houses.--Needless tu 
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“hands of the politically immoral and unin- 
*hipited, and more particularly, in the hands 
of governments or political (and criminal) 
ergyps willing to employ such weapons for 
the blackmail or destruction of their oppo- 
nents. It may be argued that, given govern- 
mental encouragement to the present tend- 
ency of society to decentralize, and given 
some efforts to reduce the vulnerability of 
factories and cities, the relative effectiveness 
of nuclear weapons could be reduced. It 
also may be argued that the employment of 
nuclear weapons could reduce war to a sin- 
gle battle of a few days’ duration and that, 


while casualties in this battle would ‘be very: 


heavy, total casualties would be smaller than 
those resulting from a hypothetical pro- 
tracted war fought without nuclear weap- 
ons. In comparison with wars of previous 
cehturies, a nuclear war indeed need not be 
more destructive of human lives than, let 
us say, the Thirty Years’ War (which, admit- 
tedly, would be scant solace). However, 
these arguments may be countered with 
equally, and perhaps more, cogent objec- 
tions. In the end, the disputants should 
agree easily that wars in general, and nu~ 
clear wars in particular, are most unpleas- 
ant occurrences which all of us must make 
strong efforts to avoid. Hence the question 


arises: granting the inevitable existence of” 


nuclear capabilities are there feasible meth- 
ods for avoiding a nuclear holocaust? 

, A nuclear monopoly in the hands of an 
aferessive dictator certainly would have 
spelled doom for much of mankind, If, by 
the end of the Second World War, Stalin had 
possessed such # monopoly in the form of a 
significant weapons stockpile, he would have 
been able to establish a Soviet world domin- 
ion; in all likelihood, he would have. pro- 
ceeded to do so. Or we may ask ourselves 
what might have happened if the Nazis had 
come into possession of an operational stock- 
pilé. of atomic. weapons prior to the Nor- 
mandy invasion? Had not the United States 
achieved the first atomic stockpile in history, 
human society ‘would have suffered the worst 
catastrophe in its history. Let us be grate- 
ful that this disaster was spared us. 

If an aggressor were to use nuclear weap= 
ons in the future, he would do so in the 
expectancy of retaliation in kind. We prob- 
ably are entitled to make some rationalistic 
assumption with respect to human nature, 
including the psychology of aggressors. If 
we assume then, that aggressors aim at the 
fruits of war but. dare shoulder only the 
minimum of sacrifice, we should expect that 
in the face of a deadly retallatory threat, 
aggressors might abstain frow the employ- 
ment of nuclear weapons. Yet this expecta- 
tion cannot be firm because the aggressor 
may be able to neutralize, by military or 
political means, the capability or willingness 
of his opponents t6 retaliate; and secondly, 
because he may be a madman (in the clini- 
cal sense), and hence not be rationally 
mindful of the consequences of his acts—in 
fact, depopulation and the creation of ruin 
and chaos may be his primary objectives. 
Hence the concept that atomic attack is pre- 
ventable through the threat of retaliation, 
while probably valid in general, cannot be 
relied upon in all and any circumstances, 

There is a school of thought which denies 
that security against atomic destruction can 
be obtained at all through retaliatory threat. 
The fear is that retaliatlon would compound 
the evil. In different variants and mixtures, 
it-is proposed that the supervised destruc- 
tion of existing stockpiles and the establish- 
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production of nuclear weapons. Perpetual 
international conttol is the heart of this 
concept; its purpose is to make nuclear war 


ally ingenious ideas have been proposed to 
provide for the closing of the loopholes 
which, invariably, appeared after a particu- 
lar scheme had been analyzed closely. 

The drawing of utopias has been the fgg 
yorite pastime of our nuclear Morus, Cat- 
penellas, and Bellamies. It is amazing that 
such cerebrations have arrested the ,atten- 
tion of political scientists and even of prac- 
ticing statesmen (if we assume thelr atten- 
tion was genuine). No less startling is the 
fact that discussions about such schemes 
usually ignore the practical difficulties 
which would arise even in the unlikely event 
of an international agreement undertaken 
in truly good faith. 

Let us look at three of these practical dif- 
ficulties, : 

1. Effective atomic control probably would 
entail the direct watching of no less than 
100,000 industrial firms and factories the 
world over; hence at least 300,000 technically 
qualified inspectors would have to be as- 
signed to the control of existing facilities. 
In reality, this world-wide requirement would 
be considerably larger and in addition to 
supervising industrial enterprises it would be 
necessary to control many other economic 
activities, such as mining, trading, laboratory 
research, etc. I doubt that there are in the 
world enough technically—and MUngultstical- 
ly—qualified persons to undertake such a 
task. (In the United States only 7,400 per- 
sons received master of arts and doctor of 

“philosophy degrees in engineering and 
physical sciences during 1952.) 

No elaborate statistics are necessary to 
show that commitment of such a corps of 
inspectors would swallow a large percentage 
of the world’s scientists and technicians. 
While on control assignments, these men 
would be taken away from their primary 
professions. One can but picture the effect 
on future scientific progress. Yet if volun- 
teers were not forthcoming in adequate 
numbers, personnel would have to be drafted. 
and this not just for a short emergency. 
The loyalty and the reliability of drafted 
inspectors probably would not rate very 
high. Since, actually, the world’s entire 
technical economy must be supervised, Ht- 
erally every qualified citizen would have to 
become a part-time policeman. Even in this 
improbable case a modern state would possess 
enough resources and wits to outwit the 
honest inspectors, bribe the dishonest ones, 
blind the attention of the disaffected, and 
enlist the willing or forced cooperation of 
the ideologists and political careerists. 

2. To avoid secret preparations in out- 
of-the-way places and uninhabited areas, 
approximately 30 million square miles would 
have to be supervised, with at least half of 
this area requiring frequent and close looks. 
This type of massive supervision can be done 
only through aerial reconnaissance. Assum- 
ing a range of aircraft of 1,000 miles and a 
photographic coverage per sortie of a 2-mile 
strip, 15,000 aircraft sorties would be neces- 
sary for a single supervision or if a weekly 
check is desired, as 1t must, about 780,000 
sorties per year. This estimate neglects ad- 
ditional sorties necessitated by bad weather 
and the need to survey sea areas, and it does 
not take into account the responsibility of 
following up suspected violations with de< 
tailed checks and precision photography ob- 
tainable only through large numbers of low- 
level flights (and conceivably through air- 
borne landings). With maintenance, repair, 
and loss, approximately 8,450, aircraft and 
about 2 million men as well as very substan- 


vestment and fiying, it still would be pos- 
sible—easily possible—to fool the air patrol: 
many infractions would be feasible in tun~ 


nuclear weapons, Hence the patrol can be 
instituted only after states no longer are 
required to have military and industrial 
secrets. If so, would the air patrol not be 
superfluous? ; 

Future technology, however, may modify 
the above requirements for control filghts. 
With better aircraft, enlarged airbase sys- 
tems, and broader photographic coverage, the 
job may be done with fewer sorties, Sub- 
stantial increases in commercial flying grad- 
ually may restrict the area which needs to 
be controlied. Still, the cost of the inspec- 
tors corps and the air patrol may be esti- 
mated at approximately $18 to $20 billion 
yearly as compared to the current hudget of 
the United Nations of less than $5Q million. 
Unquestionably, the United States. would 
have to pay the lion’s share of thig budget. 
More significant perhaps, only the United 
States, the Soviet Union, and the “United 
Kingdom would be able to make available 
adequate air facilities and personnel. for the 
purpose. The air patrol would be an almost 
exclusive responsibility of the super powers. 
Let us be content with the remark that such 
a state of affairs would present very preut 
political hazards. 

3. Nuclear weapons already are in exist- 
ence. Before an agreément conceivably can 
be negotiated, there will be large weapons 
stockpiles in many countries. How on earth 
can it be assured that all these weapons 
would be destroyed and the sizeable num- 
bers of “insurance weapons” would not be 
hidden? Yet if no reliable and. practical 
method can be designed against this mortal 
danger of concealment, then the time for 
the establishment of dependable gontrols did 
pass years ago. While it may be a useful 
propaganda device to talk absyt. control 
schemes (which I rather doubt. since the 
spreading of iUlusions usually. backfires), 
nuclear international control never again can 
be a safe security measure. Interpational 
control would be possible only ag.¢ sham and, 


if adopted, would constitute an_ e and 
unaeceptable ‘security hazard, his js the 
second, Tun ack which we. mugt 


understand... mer 

For that matter, the point is entirtly aca- 
demic. So long as the Soviet gevernment 
retains its present structure arid ‘political 
intent, and wants to remain safely in power 
as a dictatorship, it cannot, and will not, 


‘ accept an international control agreement. 


This is so because it cannot allow thousands 
of foreign inspectors to investigdte-Russian 
industry and possibly ferret out major Soviet 
secrets, International control, * moreover, 
would mean the end of the iron éurtain and 
hence signify the end of this mogir essential 
prop of Soviet politieal survival.2° - 

Our concern must center on thé ‘threat of 
an atomic war within the next tem‘to twenty 
years. It is unlikely (though, naturally, not 
impossible) that during this period the 
Soviet government will have chanpéd enough 
to make it any more amenable -to mutual 
supervision. Hence even the best*conceived 
control scheme will not help us with our 
problem of avoiding nuclear warfare in the 
immediate future. It may be granted, how- 
ever, that should the Soviet government 
change substantially within this crucial 
period, a new look at the problem could be- 
come useful. For the time being; discus- 
sions of safe nuclear disarmament scktemes 
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interggiional\“pgreement should be con- 
cluded; fér'ékifiple, in the form of a mutual 
proiiise never to use 
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tion that it is, objectively, to the’ Bsa" in 
terests of all to avoid nuclear war. Heayce 
such @ promise—-it is alleged—would be un~ 
dertaken in good faith by all states, at the 
risk of atomic perdition. To assume good 
faith in vital security matters is in flagrant 
contradiction to overwhelming historical evi- 
dencé? as of the date of this writing, it cannot 
be. shown plausibly that the advent of the 
new technology has invalidated the signifi- 
cance of historical precedent. To postulate 
that It would be against the interests of a 
potential aggressor not to use nuclear weap- 
ons, especially if other nations would have 
lived ‘up; to their word and would be unpre~ 
pared for nuclear warfare, is hazardous to the 
poirsa advocating political suicide. The 
lac! oper nuclear capabilities in peaceful 
statgesvguld provide the aggressor with un- 
paraligied opportunities for attack and with 
an pistérically unprecedented chance of all- 
incB4gtvé Victory. The atomic bomb is an at- 
tractive’weapon for the bolshevik. It places 
hintywithin arms’ length of fulfilling what 
was: before an unattainable pipedream: The 
destiuttion of the United States and the ac- 
complishment of world revolution, regardless 
of Russia’s survival or demise. The nuclear 
bomb inevitably will become the aggressor’s 
weapon par exellence. While the historical 
Alexanders, Napoleons, and Hitlers were 
pitiable ilusionists, the atomically armed 
future agkressor may be the greatest military 
realist of all times, and hence end up as the 
first. tyuesworld conqueror in history. This 
possibility is the fourth fact of the nuclear 
era. sh 5 

Agreetiifénts of any kind, and surely those 
dealing With key security matters, presuppose 
mutual tftist. International agreements are, 
or shoulc&’fe, similar to those found in pri- 
vate life--they must not be entered into un- 
less they“mre based on a calculable minimum 
of confidétce. No sane businessman ever 
deals witha person whose credit rating is 
pad angio has a record of defaulting on his 

promissory international nuclear 
agreeijaht*were concluded in the present 
situation; ft would produce the strongest 
sense &f dnsecurity and fear. For this rea- 
son alémbzit probably would become in~= 
operabesgd conceivably lead to war. 

No nfo in its right mind would risk its 
security titough destroying its atomic stock- 
pile intt#@Hance upon a mere diplomatic 
agreemgyt.: With large nuclear industries in 
existena#g@uch a paper agreement could be 
broken @4@My and rapidly. Let us not forget 
that gov@f#ments change and that. few gov- 
ernment¢gonsider themselves bound by the 
promises gf their predecessors. To have any 
security gall therefore, nations would have 
to retain Meadily usable nuclear weapons in 
their ars@$ais. There is no other insurance 
against @fpach of promise. But, then, we 
would be$&ick at the point where we started, 
namely, && the existence of nuclear arma- 
ments... Ngturally, it would be possible to 
concludeggreements limiting the number of 


huclear peapons in the possession of each 
nation, .et such agreements cannot be en- 
forced BR, such a manner that violations 


would Wg “made impossible; and presumably 
it would ‘prove difficult to include in such 


Metibt, governments could pledge them- 
BOE. to use their nuclear weapons ag~ 
2or offensively, and yet reserve the 
roduce and maintain such weapons, 
ponceivable that such an agreement 
.be kept. All that is necessary to 


ach Situation in w ployment 
& “ita €ar weapons would be equally harm- 
] Oth sides, and in any event, extremely 
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harmful to the first user. If there were such 
a situation—which cannot be defined prop= 


tment would be superfiuous: the belligerents 
anyway would act according to their best 
interests. By contrast, if there were a mili- 
tary situation in which it would be advan- 
qagcous for one belligerent to initiate the 

frployment of nuclear weapons, even at the 
price of retaliation, then in all likelihood 
the agreement would be disregarded. The 
chances are that, within the next 10 to 20 
years, this latter rather than the former sit- 
uation will prevail. 

I will refrain from judging whether, at 
present, it would be advantageous for the 
United States to commit itself to the non- 
use of nuclear weapons. The fact is that 
the United States Government has not made 
such a commitment (as little as it ever com- 
mitted itself to forego the use of toxic gases). 
The effective abolition of nuclear weapons 
undoubtedly would reduce the dangers of a 
surprise attack against North America and 
also protect American cities. But this ad- 
vantage would have to be paid for dearly and 
cannot be obtained without heavy risk. 

The proscription of nuclear weapons would 
be meaningful only if the Armed Forces in 
their-entirety were reorganized to wage non- 
nuclear war. In order to protect its security 
in the absence of nuclear weapons, the 
United States would have to acquire an en- 
tirely different military establishment. Any 
surface strategy replacing present air strat- 
egy would suffer from fatal geographical 
handicaps or, to phrase it differently, to com- 
pensate for Russia's advantages in a surface 
war, an extraordinary military effort of the 
United States would be necessary. For ex- 
ample, to balance Soviet ground strength, 
in such a manner that further Russian ad- 
vances in Eurasia would not be invited, 
American land forces would have to be 
tripled and supporting air and naval forces 
be enlarged substantially; possibly the 
Strategic Air Command (nonnuclear) also 
would have to be doubled or tripled. The 
adoption of a nonnuclear air strategy would 
require even greater efforts. The mainte- 
nance of so considerably larger forces must 
demand a military budget on the order of 
$100 billion or more, and could not be done 
without compulsory military service, per- 
haps of 2 to 3 years’ duration. Despite such 
an exertion, the security of key areas in 
Europe and Asia could not be guaranteed. 

I do not know whether the United States 
can afford such a military outlay. I do 
know that long-lasting armaments of such 
a size would transform American society, 
and I doubt seriously that the United States 
soon would be inclined to arm on a $100 
billion scale during peacetime. If this doubt 
were justified, then the abandonment of nu- 
clear weapons ‘could spell only the defeat, 
and ultimately the Communist domination, 
of the United States. And yet, despite our 
nuclear forbearance, we could not be sure 
that the United States would be spared 
atomic attacks. Certainly, in the closing 
phases of war in which the U. 8S. S. R. 
achieved air mastery, the Soviets would not 
refrain from using atomic weapons against 
American targets if the American Nation 
otherwise would fail to surrender; or the 
Soviets might use those bombs to further 
their objective of liquidating hostile classes. 
For that matter, a parallel argument can 
be made for the Soviet nation: Without 
nuclear weapons, the Soviets never can hope 
to defeat the United States. Hence, they 
will accept proscribing atomic weapons only 
after they have abandoned first their objec- 
tive of world revolution. 


military power, and hence:-ti e irreplaceable 
key to American security... Fhis-is.the #fth 
fundamental fact of the nuclear problem. 


we are unable to changé”i 
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indeed, has been proposed. ie 
Such counsels of despair--tf made i14hgm 
faith—result from an improper analy 
the problem. Many of those who havea 
participating in the nuclear argumen : 
it difficult to understand that,- within*the™ 
present world situation, the avoidance sf 
nuclear catastrophe is a military and pofit- 
ical task. The nuclear problem is not s@s- 
ceptible to solutions by legal agreement, mpt 
by any other trick aiming ai the evanesc 
of nuclear weapons. This is the sixth f 
with which we must come to grips, It is t 
there is no guaranty, even if suitable m 
tary and political techniques were used skfil-= 
fully, that there will be no nuclear devdas- 
tation. Nor is there any guaranty that thege 
techniques, in fact, will be used with dé&- 
terlty and imagination. Since, however, 
there is no practical alternative Hage -d 
must concentrate on the techniques whi 
are available. If those who lose their tinge 
in chasing utopian butterflies could but d@- 
vote some of their brainpower to the r 
problems before us, we might make 7 
progress after al, hot 
The military task, briefly, consists in oa 


taining armaments in such quantities a 
of such quality that the opponent of t 
United States will find it impossible to solve 
his military problem through the emplogt 
ment of nuclear weapons. More particula 
he must be prevented from knocking 
the American retaliatory forces through s 
prise blows and delivering a substantial per 
tion of his atomic stockpile on American 
targets. He also must he prevented from 
posing, as he does now, a unilateral nuclear 
threat to European and Asiatic countries, 
Once the various free nations have acquired 
quantities of nuclear explosives, the military 
problem becomes essentially a matter of,de- 
livery vehicles and defense systems, v of 
overall technological superiority, as weil’ as 
of constant readiness and a gradual reffuc- 
tion of the vulnerability of cities and peGple, 
This military problem is of major ditten- 
sions and it will continue to grow. I feed 
add only that the American people and the 
peoples of other free nations have not yet 
understood fully the scope of their military 
responsibilities. I do not believe that in 
order to solve its military security problems, 
the United States will have to be turned into 
an “armed camp” (a cliché which 
abuse to argue against proper prepared 
but the United Stateg no longer can 
to have military budgets which fall far 
of satisfying minimum requirements. 
ent American and allied armaments and t@¢n< 
nological programs have many gaps wich 
any military expert can identify without 
ficulty. Insufficient forces in being and: ih- 
adequate quantities of modern weapon Stns 
Well as poor command, alliance and decistén 
making structures which are not respo: 
to the requirements of rapid modern ar, 
constitute an invitation to nuclear death, bs 
pecially so since in a modern war the first 
battle may decide the outcome of the entire 
conflict. This is the seventh fact which we 
never should allow to be forgotten. pe 
And we may immediately add the 
fact that future wars hardly will be 2? 
with weapons ordered and produced. 
the start of hostilities. Military and: 
trial mobilization after D-day is a cog 
which is not applicable to nuclear aixaMat 
Hence, war potentials have lost much offtheh 
significance, while forces in being and etfs 
ons stockpiles have become of crucigk“ ws: 
portance. This means that one of the; 
States, 1, Pirin 
ger. possesséa its 
traditional significance, Current American 
military policies do not-yet respond to thts 
fundamental strategical change, : 
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; basis in many countries, the rapidly rising 
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Services, the chairman of thé Jdint Com- Paletita! advances. Both energy needs and 
mittee on Atomic Ene ane, nd the that tare uct ee make it inevitable 
i se EF = ar industries, i . 
ranking members of thdse.‘tifree com dlicare ‘Gr fast ee eatries, including pro- 
mittees. I think they will find the arti- cles, will arise We eeals and atomic parti- 
cle challenging, and in due time and at countri 10 bees tly, Industrializea 
. ; ntries. It is no less inevitable that 
an early date I believe they will want industries will grow in under a such 
to explore some of the very basic ques~ Rreas, because nuclear technology ee 
tions raised, which vitally affect the ueprecrdented chance of cutting thet 
security of the country. reduirements for industrialization, Nace. 
Fundamentally, the article takes up pra are fast becoming a global necegsity. 
aturally, in a world where there are nufger- 


the possibilities of an effective system 
of inspection relative to atomic energy. 
That question, of courg®,-is of vital con-~ 


American people, in VjewSf the fact that 
the Soviet Union to mAas rejected all 
proposads for effecti checking on 
atomic weapon development. 

There Qing no objection, the article 
was orga to be printed in the Recorp, 


as follows: 
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international] agreement should be con- 

cluded} for example, in the form of'a mutual 

promise pever to use nuclear weapons. Pro~ 

postis Of this type pprove 
tion that it is, objectively, to the best in- 

terests of all to avoid nuclear war, Hence 

such a promise—it is alleged—would be un- 

dertaken in good faith by all states, at the 

‘risk of atomic perdition. To assume good 
“faith in vital security matters is in flagrant 
-cofitradiction to overwhelming historical evi-| 


- ~dence; as of the date of this writing, it cannot 


‘beshown plausibly that the advent of the 
née technology has invalidated the. signifi- 
eahce of historical precedent. To postulate 
that it would be against the interests of a 
potential aggressor not to use nuclear weap- 
wits, especially if other nations would have 
‘lived up to their word and would be unpre- 
pared for nuclear warfare, is hazardous to the 
peint of advocating political suicide. The 
Tak of proper nuclear capabilities in peaceful 

ates would provide the aggressor with un- 
faralleled opportunities for attack and with 
an. historically unprecedented chance of all- 
inclusive victory. The atomic bomb is an at- 
tractive weapon for the bolshevik. It places 
‘him within arms’ length of fulfilling what 
was before an unattainable pipedream: The 
destruction of the United States and the ac- 
complishment of world revolution, regardless 
of Russia’s survival or demise. The nuclear 
bomb inevitably will become the aggressor’s 
weapon par exellence. While the historical 
Alexanders,..Napoleons, and Hitlers were 
‘pitiable illusionists, the. atomically armed 
fliture aggressor may be the greatést military 
realist of all times, and hence énd up as the 
first true world conqueror in history. This 
possibility is the fourth fact of the nuclear 
era. 

Agreements of any kind, and surely those 
dealing with key security matters, presuppose 
mutual trust. International agreements are, 
‘orsshould be, similar to those found in pri- 
vate life—they must not be entered into un- 
esé they are based on a caiculable minimum 
of confidence. No sane businessman ever 
dedis with a person whose credit rating is 
<Bad and who has a record of defaulting on his 
aiebts. If a promissory international nuclear 
*hgreement were concluded in the present 
situation, it would produce the strongest 
sense of insecurity and fear. For this rea~ 
son alone, it probably. would become in- 
operable and conceivably lead to war. 

No nation in its right mind would risk its 
security through destroying its atomic stock- 
pile in reliance upon a mere diplomatic 
agreement. With large nuclear industries in 
existence, such a paper agreement could be 
broken easily and rapidly. Let us not forget 
that governments change and that few gov- 
ernments consider themselves bound by the 
promises of their predecessors. To have any 
security at ail therefore, nations would have 
to retain readily usable nuclear weapons in 
their arsenals. There is no other insurance 
against breach of promise. But, then, we 
would be back at the point where we started, 
namely, at the existence of nuclear arma- 
ments. Naturally, it would be possible to 
conclude agreements limiting the number of 
nuclear weapons in the possession of each 
nation. Yet such agreements cannot be en- 
forced in such a manner that violations 
would be made impossible; and- presumably 
if would prove difficult to include in such 
agreements limitations on the number of 
defensive nuclear weapons. : 

.No doubt, governments could pledge them- 
Belyes not to use their nuclear weapons ag- 
gressively or offensively, and yet reserve the 
” righh tg produce and maintain such weapons. 
ne reiki that such an agreement 


Erowld” be kept. OC ROERE| 


All, that.is 
make the agreementAPRY QV! 


military situation in which the employment 
of nuclear weapons would be equally harm- 
ful to both sides, and in any event, extremely 
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harmful to the first user. If there were such 
8 situation—which cannot be defined prop- 
: ee : 


¢ 
PaO h 
ment would be superfluous’ re belligerents 
anyway would act according to their best 
interests. By contrast, if there were a mili- 
tary situation in which it would be advan- 
tageous for one belligerent to initiate the 
employment of nuclear weapons, even at the 
price of retaliation, then in all likelihood 
the agreement would be disregarded. The 
chances are that, within the next 10 to 20 
years, this latter rather than the former sit- 
uation will prevail. 

I will refrain from Judging whether, at 
present, it would be advantageous for the 
United States to commit itself to the non- 
use of nuclear weapons. The fact is that 
the United States Government has not made 
such a commitment (as little as it ever com- 
mitted itself to forego the use of toxic gases). 
The effective abolition of nuclear weapons 
undoubtedly would reduce the dangers of a 
surprise attack against North America and 
also protect American cities. But this ad- 
vantage would have to he paid for dearly and 
cannot be obtained without heavy risk. 

The proscription of nuclear weapons would 
be meaningful only if the Armed Forces in 

their entirety were reorganized to wage non- 
nuclear war. In order to protect its security 
in the absence of nuclear weapons, the 
United States would have to acquire an en- 
tirely different military establishment. Any 
surface strategy replacing present air strat- 
egy would suffer from fatal geographical 
handicaps or, to phrase it differently, to com- 
pensate for Russia’s advantages in a surface 
war, an extraordinary military effort of the 
United States would be necessary. For ex- 
ample, to balance Soviet ground strength, 
in such a manner that further Russian ad- 
vances in Eurasia would not be invited, 
American land forces would have to be 
tripled and supporting air and naval forces 
‘be enlarged substantially; possibly the 
Strategic Air Command (nonnuclear) also 
would have to be doubled or tripled. The 
adoption of a nonnuclear air strategy would 
require even greater efforts. The mainte- 
nance of so considerably larger forces must 
demand a military budget on the order of 
$100 billion or more, and could not be done 
without compulsory military service, per- 
haps of 2 to 3 years’ duration. Despite such 
an exertion, the security of key areas in 
Europe and Asia could not be guaranteed. 

I do not know whether the United States 
iean afford such a military outlay. I do 
‘know that long-lasting armaments of such 

@ size would transform American society, 
and I doubt seriously that the United States 
soon would be inclited to arm on a $100 
“billion scale during peacetime. If this doubt 
. were justified, then the abandonment of nu- 
clear weapons could spell only the defeat, 
and ultimately the Communist domination, 
of the United States. And yet, despite our 
nuclear forbearance, we could not be sure 
that the United States would be spared 
atomic attacks. Certainly, in the closing 
phases of war’ in which the U. S. S. R. 
achieved air mastery, the Soviets would not 
refrain from using atomic weapons against 
American targets if the American Nation 
otherwise would fail to surrender; or the 
Soviets might use those bombs to further 
_their objective of liquidating hostile classes. 
For that matter, a parallel argument can 
be made for the Soviet nation: Without 
nuclear weapons, the Soviets never can hope 
to defeat the United States. Hence, they 
will accept proscribing atomic weapons only 
after they have abandoned first their objec- 
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ilitary power, ahd hence the irreplaceable 
ey to American security. This is the fifth 
undamental fact of the nuclear problem, 
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We are all free to deplore the situation but 
we are unable to change it -UABgRe 


indéed, has been prépé$ed!>” °. “ 

Such counsels of despair““if made in good 
faith—result from an improper analysis of 
the problem. Many of those who have been 
participating in the nuclear arguménft find 
it difficult to understand that, within the 
present world situation, the avoidaficé of 
nuclear catastrophe is a military antf polit- 
ical task. The nuclear problem is Hot bus-, 
ceptible to sdlUtioris by legal agreen#ehit, tor 
by any other trick aiming at she SF tol 
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of_nuclear wéapons. "This is thé sf¥tif fact 
with Which wé mist come to grips. Tb.1d tru 
there is no guaranty, even if suitable mili- 
tary and political techniques were used skill- 
fully, that there will be no nucleaf Hevas- 
tation. Nor is there any guaranty that these 
techniques, in fact, will be used witty dex- 
terity and imagination. Since, Héwever, 
there is no practical alternative solution, we 
must concentrate on the techniques’ which 
are available. If those who lose theft’ time 
in chasing utopian butterflies couldfbut de- 
vote some of their brainpower to thé real 
problems before us, we might make some 
progress after all. ahd 

The military task, briefly, consists {4 rnain- 
taining armaments in such quantities: and 
of such quality that the opponent of the 
United States will find it impossible ‘to solve 
his military problem through the: em*ploy- 
ment of nuclear weapons. More particularly, 
he must be prevented from knocking out 
the American retaliatory forces through sur- 
prise blows and delivering a substantial por- 
tion of his atomic stockpile on Amorican 
targets. He also must be prevented from 
posing, as he does now, ® unilateral Huclear 
threat to European and Asiatic countries. 
Once the various free nations have acquired 
quantities of nuclear explosives, the Military 
problem becomes essentially a matter of de- 
livery vehicles and defense systems, viz., of 
overall technological superiority, as‘ well as 
of constant readiness and a gradual teduc- 
tion of the vulnerability of cities and people. 

This military problem ts of major dimen- 
sions and it will continue to grow. T need 
add only that the American people atid the 
peoples of other free nations have not yet 
understood fully the scope of their military 
responsibilities, I do not believe that in 
order to solve its military security problems, 
the United States will have to be turned into 
an “armed camp" (a cliché which ‘many 
abuse to argue against proper preparedness), 
but the United States no longer can ‘afford 
to have military budgets which fall far short 
of satisfying minimum requirements, ' Pres- 
ent American and allied armaments and tech- 
nological programs have many geps Wiich 
any military expert can identify withof if- 
ficulty. Insufficient forces iy he i ~ 
adequate quantities_oF modern, weangng ‘as® 
wéll as poor command, aDiance and deci ~ 
to_ the 


constitite ati molt 


which is not applicable to nuclear aig: berg 
Hence, war potentials have lost much of the 
significance, while forces in being and Weaps 
ons stockpiles have become of crucial imi; 


portance. This means that one of the main! 
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strial superiority, no longer possesses ita. 


traditional significance. Current Americay? 
military policies do ‘not yet respond to thi¢ 
fundamental strategical change. eit ws 
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True, the mere existence of nuclear indus- 
5 . wm of atomic weapons does not by 
arity threat. 


jlitfcatty immoral and unin- 
d, and-rpore particularly, in the hands 
governments or political (and criminal) 
groups willing to employ such weapons for 
the blackmail or destruction of their oppo- 
nents, _It.may be argued that, given govern- 
mental. encouragement to the present tend~ 
eny: of society to decentralize, and given 
somé..efforts to reduce the vulnerability of 
factories and cities, the relative effectiveness 
of nuclear weapons could be reduced. It 
also m&y be argued that the employment of 
nucigar* weapons could reduce war to a sin- 
gle battle of a few days’ duration and that, 
whilapasualtiés in this battle would be very 
heavy, total casualties would be smaller than 
thosé»resulting from a hypothetical pro- 
tractad. war fought without nuclear weap- 
ons. 72m comparison with wars of previous 
cenigigies, a nuclear war indeed need not be 
more.destructive of human lives than, let 
_ us séy,t#he Thirty Years’ War (which, admit- 
tedljywould be scant solace). However, 
thes®arguments may be countered with 
equally, and perhaps more, cogent objec- 
tiong, {n the end, the disputants should 
agree; paisily that wars in general, and nu- 
cleatsyArs in particular, are most unpleas- 
ant ‘¢eeurrences which all of us must make 
str éfforts to avoid. Hence the question 
ar ieee granting the inevitable existence of 
nuclear gapabilities are there feasible meth- 
ods for,gvoiding a nuclear holocaust? 

A nutlear monopoly in the hands of an 
aggresaiye dictator certainly would have 
spelled,,doom for much of mankind, If, by 
the endof the Second World War, Stalin had 
possegged such a monopoly in the form of a 
significant weapons stockpile, he would have 
been able to establish a Soviet world domin- 
jon; in all likelihood, he would have pro- 
ceeded to do so. Or we may ask ourselves 
what might have happened if the Nazis had 
come into possession of an operational stock~ 
pile of atomic weapons prior to the Nor- 
mandy invasion? Had not the United States 
achieved the first atomic stockpile in history, 
human society would have suffered the worst 
catastrophe in its history. Let us be grate- 
ful that this disaster was spared us. 

If an aggressor were to use nuclear weap- 
ons in the future, he would do so in the 
expectancy of retaliation in kind. We prob- 
ablyjare entitled to make some rationalistic 
assuinption with respect to human nature, 
ingluding the psychology of aggressors. If 
we assume then, that aggressors aim at the 
frults of war but dare shoulder. only the 
minimum of sacrifice, we should expect that 
ince face of a deadly retaliatory threat, 
Ag ReSors might abstain ftrow the employ- 

€of nuclear weapons. Yet this expecta- 
tifm cannot be firm because the aggressor 
nfiy be able to neutralize, by military or 
p@itical means, the capability or willingness 
of iis opponents to retaliate; and secondly, 
pel@iike he may be a madman (in the clini- 
caf:ganse), and hence not be rationally 
mf¥tiful of the consequences of his acts—in 
fabé,-@epopulation and the creation of ruin 
a§fi.chaos may be his primary objectives. 
Hance the concept that atomic attack is pre- 
sable through the threat of retaliation, 
8 probably valid in general, cannot be 
upon in all and any circumstances.’ 
re is a school of thought which denies 
Bi scecurity against atomic destruction can 
pehpained at all through retaliatory threat. 


ets Proposed that the supervised destruc-. 
gon. of,existing stockpiles and the establish- abou 
Bent pf an intdrn iRonmelease 


eriaken in order to prevent the future 
tion of nuclear weapons. Perpetual 
@eternational control 1s the heart of this 
wAannant*: te nuapnnece ic tn mata niiclear war 
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There have been 


ally ingenio nm proposed to 
provide for the closing of the loopholes 
which, invariably, appeared after a particu- 
lar scheme had been analyzed closely. “ 
The drawing of utopias has been the fa- 


* vorite pastime of our nuclear Morus, Cam- 


penellas, and Bellamies. It is amazing that 
such cerebrations have arrested the atten- 
tion of political scientists and even of prac~- 
ticing statesmen (if we assume their atten- 
tion was genuine). No less startling is the 
fact that discussions about such schemes 
usually ignore the practical difficulties 
which would arise even in the unlikely event 
of an international agreement undertaken 
in truly good faith. 

Let us look at three of these practical dif- 
ficulties. 

1. Effective atomic control probably would 
entail the direct watching of no less than 
100,000 industrial firms and factories the 
world over; hence at least 300,000 technically 
qualified inspectors would have to be as- 
signed to the control of existing facilities, 
In reality, this world-wide requirement would 
be considerably larger and in addition to 
supervising industrial enterprises it would be 
necessary to control many other economic 
activities, such as mining, trading, laboratory 
research, etc. I doubt that there are in the 
world enough technically—and linguistical- 
ly—qualified persons to undertake such a 
task. (In the United States only 7,400 per- 
sons received master of arts and doctor of 
philosophy degrees in engineering and 
physical sciences during 1952.) 

No elaborate statistics are necessary to 
show that commitment of such a corps of 
inspectors would swallow a large percentage 
of the world's scientists and technicians. 
While on control assignments, these men 
would be taken away from their primary 
professions. One can but picture the effect 
on future scientific progress. Yet tf volun- 
teers were not forthcoming in adequate 
numbers, personnel would have to be drafted. 
and this not just for a short emergency. 
The loyalty and the reliability of drafted 
inspectors probably would not rate very 
high. Since, actually, the world’s entire 
technical economy must be supervised, lit- 
erally every qualified citizen would have to 
become a part-time policeman. Even in this 
improbable case a modern state would possess 
enough resources and wits. to outwit the 
honest inspectors, bribe the dishonest ones, 
blind the attention of the disaffected, and 
enlist the willing or forced cooperation of 
the ideologists and political careerists. 

2. To avoid secret preparations in out- 
of-the-way places and uninhabited areas, 
approximately 30 million square miles would 
jhave to be supervised, with at least half of 
this area requiring frequent and close looks. 
This type of massive supervision can be done 
only through aerial reconnaissance. Assum- 
ing a range of aircraft of 1,000 miles and a 
photographic coverage per sortie of a 2-mile 
strip, 15,000 aircraft sorties would be neces- 
sary for a single supervision or if a weekly 
check is desired, as it must, about 780,000 
sorties per year. This estimate neglects ad- 
ditional sorties necessitated by bad weather 
and the need to survey sea areas, and it does 
not take into account the responsibility of 


following up suspected violations with de- | 


tailed checks and precision photography oh- 
tainable only through large numbers of low- 
level flights (and conceivably through air- 
borne landings). With maintenance, repair, 
and loss, approximately 8,450 aircraft and 


vestment and flying, it still wowld be pos- 
sible—easily possible-_to fool the air patrol: 
many infractions would be feasible in tun- 


illion, men as well as very substan- 
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to do just the basic job. With all that in-. 
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required to have military and indust¥jal 
secrets. If so, would the air patrol no® 
superfluous? 

Future technology, however, may m 
the above requirements for control flig 
With better aircraft, enlarged airbase 
tems, and broader photographic coverage,@ 
job may be done with fewer sorties. & 
stantial increases in commercial flying g 
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be controlled. Still, the cost of the insq 
tors corps and the air patrol] may be e 
mated at approximately $18 to $20 Dbillgag 
yearly as compared to the current budge§x 
the United Nations of less than $50 mill 
Unquestionably, the United States wal 
Ihave to pay the lion’s shure of this bud st 
More significant perhaps, only the Unis 
States, the Soviet Union, and the Unttag 
Kingdom would be able to make availad 
adequate air facilities ahd personnel for Sp 
purpose. The air patrol would be an alma 
exclusive responsibility of the super powa@ 
Let us be content with the remark that sugQ 
a state of affairs would present very gr@as 
political hazards. ae 
3. Nuclear weapons already are in exists 
ence. Before an agreement conceivably am 
be negotiated, there will be large weapay 
stockpiles in many countries. How on earth 
can it be assured that all these weapdys 
would be destroyed and the sizeable nut 
bers of “insurance weapons” would notte 
hidden? Yet if no reliable and practigal 
method can be designed against this moftal 
danger of concealment, then the time for 
the establishment of dependable controlstttid 
pass years ago. While it may be a usg# 
propaganda device to talk about co 
schemes (which I rather doubt since 
spreading of illusions usually backfiigyp, 
nuclear international contro] never again fant 
be a safe security measure. Internati Le. 
control would be possible only as a sham Sti 
if addépted, Would constitute an extreme wid : 
unacceptable security hazard. This is {pe 
second funddmental fact which we nfusy 
understand. Pps 
For that matter, the point is. entirely aca-f 
demic. So long as the Soviet government, 
retains its present structure and politial® 


‘intent, and wants to remain safely in powers 


as a dictatorship, 1t cannot, and will not,. 
accept an international control agreement? 
This is so because it cannot allow thousa 2 
of foreign inspectors to investigate Russi 
industry and possibly fervet out major Soviet 
secrets. International control, moreovd 
would mean the end of the iron curtain o 
hence signify the end of this most essen Z 
prop of Soviet political survival. ee 
Our concern must center on the threa of, 
an atomic war within the next ten to tweaty 
years. It is unlikely (though, naturally, pot 
impossible) that during this period @ 
Soviet government will have changed endfigh 
to make it any more amenable to nr } 
supervision, Hence ever the best cone qd 
contro] scheme will not help us with Sour 
problem of avoiding nuclear warfare in “the 
immediate future. It may be granted, 
ever, that should the Soviet governrg 
change substantially within this org 
period, a new look at the problem couldit 
come useful. For the time being, d 
sions of safe nuclear disarmament 
are, at best, useless or naive and, a, 
hypocritical or subversiyc. ; 
control is designed to disarm the 


"mind. 
It also has been, proposed to forego in-= 


which we mist always keep 


volved control schemes. Instead, a simple 
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Meene atomic warfare. 

Sorfd is full of unprecedented dan~ 
Ve may argue about the means by 
he dangers could be overcome, if such 
were utilized, But we should realize 
probability, the dangers will per=- 


meang: 
that, tn all 


sist. easy to predict the doom of our 
civiliz and quite unrewarding to pro- 
pose ¢ +e—and costly and unpopular— 
military political measures aiming to in- 
sure the vival of that civilization, I can- 


not help feelihg, however, that this civiliza- 
tion is a spiritual force and, therefore, not 
susceptible to physical destruction, In any 
event, #t& cannot survive if the people who 
live Qndér its blessings display a deplorable 

of conviction and lack the ethos 
we, Nor can this civilization survive 
ntellectual elites, fearful of risk, ef- 
d self-assertion, advise collective po- 
liticatsuicide. This is a statement which 
can §$8:gsupported with historical evidence 


and Gn I intend to be an objective prop- 
ositiow,” 5. realize that the advocacy of sul- 


cide fot always intentional and that 
praiseffixthy desires often are the midwives 
of de +roposals. : 
I Wome like to add, and say it clearly, that 
T hav: hing but contempt for those who 
are to surrender to communism in 


order 4f"avoid nuclear war and thus to as- 


sure #é“physical survival and the enslave- 
ment*@f'the maximum number, If such a 
spirit e typical of the free society, our 
civil n would be dead now. I do not 


J at doom is near, let alone that it 
has 6g But I am worried that the vocies 
of cowardice are heard far more often than 
the volves of determination. I, too, want my 
familgpnd my friends to survive and I do; 
want, fa live to the end of my natural days.: 
Everyone has the instinctive animal fear of 
death..-But it hardly pays to survive for the 
plessttigs of a slave existence and it will be 
intolerable to purchase survival through the 
betrayaL.of value and conscience. Policies 
cannot-be based just on the instinct of self~ 
preservation. Do intellectuals and politi- 
cians have a lesser moral obligation than the 
simple private of whom they expect that he 
sacrifice himself when ordered into battle? 
Our pieced Gard has been pushed into mor- 
tal conflic In some way, most of us are 
now manning a battle station. Must we not 
be true to our duties? 

The issue of the present world conflict is 
whether communism will be victorious or be 
destroyed, The hydrogen bomb has not 
changed this issue, not by one lota. If the 
desire for freedom were 2 variable dependent 
on the expectéd rate of casualties, we should 
not even stt@pppt to fight. If, however, na- 
tional anef imfividual freedom is our highest 
political yAlue, then we should do our best 
to keep casualties to a minimum—even in 
the country of our opponent—but we should 
not be deterred by the cost of the confitct; 
the cos defeat and of loss of principle 
would be#till higher. 

We are living today twice as long as the 

ws who conquered freedom for us 
ed the foundations of good gov- 
Our task is to preserve and im- 


prove #@é@m for ourselves and for our de= 
scenda#e and to bring freedom to those who 
still aeEkinved. The way to solve a serious 
probHaf WW wot to distort or ignore it, but to 


We'fo take all precautions which 
RpoOses, to accept the irreducible 


scl? t6 the visions of apocalyptic | 


shall have to make a stand horror is despic 


we 
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fear and pessimism, and-to*~ 
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THIRTY-SEVENTH ANNIVERSARY 
OF ESTONIAN INDEPENDENCE 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, yesterday, 
February 24, marked the 37th anniver- 
sary of Estonian Independence Day. In 
joining my fellow Americans of Estonian 
descent in commemoration of this note- 
worthy event, I fervently hope that the 
reestablishment of a free Estonia is near. 
The forcible annexation of Estonia and 
her Baltic neighbors is a tragic reminder 
of the totalitarian imperialism of the 
Soviets. Although freedom in Estonia 
has fallen victim to the treacherous Com- 
munist tyranny, the gallant Estonian 
people remain firm in resisting their op- 
pressors. Let us, on this anniversary, 
reaffirm our determination never to 
recognize the Soviet annexation of the 
Baltic nations, and express our fervent 
ae and prayer for their speedy libera- 

ion. 


IMPORT DUTIES ON JAPAN ESE 
CRABMEAT 


Mr, BUTLER. Mr. President, at the 
present time in Geneva, Switzerland, the 
United States is taking part in tariff con~ 
cession negotiations with the Japanese. 

Among the items subject to tariff con- 
cessions in favor of the Japanese is crab- 
meat. The announcement last fall that 
our country would consider tariff reduc- 
tions on imported Japanese crabmeat 
was met with grave concern by members 
of this young American industry. The 
crabmeat industry finds even present im- 
port duties on Japanese crabmeat in- 
adequate to assure fair competition with 
the crabmeat industry of Japan on the 
American market. 

The Chesapeake Bay and its tribu- 
taries as bounded by my State of Mary- 
land and the Commonwealth of Virginia 
to the south, constitutes the largest crab- 
meat producing area in our Nation, al- 
though substantial segments of this in- 
dustry are also found along the Atlantic 
and Pacific coasts and the Gulf of Mexi- 
co. If provided with reasonable protec- 
tion from unfair competition of foreign 
nations where, as an example, workmen. 


receive but a fraction of what they are 


paid in America, this young American in- 
dustry will grow and continue to furnish 
employment opportunities for thousands 
of our countrymen and make it possible 
for all Americans to enjoy this fine sea- 
food at fair and reasonable prices. 

There are many factors which ably 
demonstrate why tariff concessions on 
Japanese crabmeat should not be made. 
The President, under existing statutes, 
has the final discretion in determining 
whether such concessions shall be 
granted. 

In order that these factors may he 
appropriately illuminated, I have been 
joined by a number of my colleagues in 
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Members of the Senate and the Me 

of the House of Representatives: 20 

joined me in signing the petitidig see 

printed in the body of the Recorp. T337 
There being no objection, 


the petition, 
together with the list of sienerse gee. 
ordered to be printed in the REcoRg, a5 
follows: % 
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NITED STATES SENATE, A 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 25. i. 
February 9, 1959. : 
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The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. i 
Dear Mr. Present: We, the underajgned 
Members of Congress, acting on information” 
we have received from the American. Cra 
Packers Association which was presen’ a int 
detail at hearings of the United States Tarif 
Commission and the Committce for jRact 
procity Information last December =* 
without being influenced by our views GH + xe 
tariff policy of the administration zt 
forth in H, R. 1, do hereby petition Ow 
instruct the proper authorities not to 
the present tariffs on imported crab 
from Japan or other countries at the Sfth- 
coming conference of the General Agre@p mt 
on Tariffs and Trade to be held at Gq uli 
Switzerland. Our reasons in making $4, Aly, 
quest are as follows: a hy 
1. The present tariffs of 15 percesy 
valorem on fresh and frozen crabmes a 
2214 percent ad valorem on canned fea 
meat, have apparently not obstructed 3 
stricted the, importations of such supp 
as Japan, the principal producer, has & 
available for export to this country, 8 
imports of crabmeat from Japan have Hj 
creased from 480,000 pounds in 1948 to 3,800 
000 pounds in 1953, a gain of 700 se ong 


“ 


In 1953 we imported 85 percent of the cree, 
meat that Japan exported. as. 

2. Japanese crabmeat is now undersell agg 
the domestic in the United States mar 
The prices of the imported item are in ke 
ing with the prices of other items of its cl 
such as lobster and shrimp. H 

3. No sales effort or advertising {fs be 
used to promote the sales of imported crate 
meat. If this were done it is quite evidemg 
that the market would absorb a much largg¥ 
volume at present price levels. But pig supe 
plies suddenly dumped into the market 
would sell only at sacrifice prices. a 

4, It has been pointed out that, by the 
Potsdam Treaty, Russia took over 80 percent 
of Japan's crabbing grounds at the end of 
the last war. Our Government excluded 
Russian crab imports in 1951 because it was 
produced by slave labor. But Russia Ras 
tried repeatedly to enter the United States 
market with crabmeat via England and other 
free countries. é 

5. Japan, to increase her crab production. 
to an extent that would materially help fer 
economically, must secure the supply ghe 
lost to Russia. Fishing concessions to Japan, 
involving a return of these crabbing grou es, 
is the ace which Russia holds in the tr§de 
negotiations that are now being propgéed 
between these two countries, For such 
agreements reached, Japan will likely pay 
heavily and Russia will benefit. 

6. It was reported in a reliable London 
publication early last December and not con- 
tradicted since by the British Government, 
that five crab and salmon fleets supplied by 
the British Government, fiying the British 


33 ! teption of their Navy 
oats i 50 COP ORO ERS © workers will fish 
‘President “the! Sitetan. sogstan : 


feterrs in 195k Teee 
reports as well a8 PoMayR AE ees aves 


be performed. There ae be effart 
make,’@ll free Ons UW. apd “TRAY 
dangers of at apr emt ae Re: 
by paper promises, but only by painful 6 se~ 
curity actions. There is further the task of 
inducing the free nations, including the 
United States, to acquire the ready military 
strengths they need. Third, there is the 
problem pt convincing our allies and our- 
seives that we must sacrifice for our secu- 
rity and possibly accept economic hardship, 
in order to procure those weapon systems 
which are needed in a modern war ee 
than those which were needed half a gen-'*« 
elias ago. Phony security ts the excessive 
hazard in the presént phase of the nuclear 
ee ae ninth Yact of the period often nas” 
Ea en willfully and perilously Taheriooked: 
Such persuasions probably will not be 
feasible if they be done by words and dollars 
alone. Much more is needed. Let us men- 
tion the need, in many European countries, 
for a new concept of economy to bring about’ 
the transformation of old societies from 
paralytic structures, or at best slowly going 
concerns, into fast growing, open societies, 
in .which discouragement and disaffection 
will.,give way to positive attitudes. It is 
at. this point that nuclear technology, in its 
industrial ‘applications, should be able to do 
wanders, not only because it will provide 
enérgy to areas where there are at present 
inadequate resources, but also because the 
establishment of new major industries must 


_ Prggiuce an economic upswing. The puildup 


' §iie lags are too long. 


gull would be the- abeamil 


the nuclear and electrical industries 
gid bring about a socioeconomic mutation 
‘h would result in a vast. Improvement 
lying standards and an easing, relatively 
ng, of the armaments burden. An 
N nomic rebirth on a new technological 
sis would demonstrate that the disinte- 
ation of the old society has been halted 
d that progress again has become possible. 
1088 fundamental fect. is that the in- 
sifial application of nucléar_energy offers 
e social str ength- 


- pag excellent chance for the social 
Lpdine of the fréé world. “Lést the impréesston 


e that no basic reforms are required in 
$ho United States, be 1t pointed out that 
there is an urgent need in this country to 
Rtimulate technological inventiveness and 

agination and to bring about a more rapid 
tee of new inventions. To satisfy 


ne —_ overly 
and construcited pureaucratic chan- 
/ els. Amietican technological and industrial 


long 


This is the 1ith 


; tact to which we must pay attention. 


“The 
clude efforts to persuade Soviet leadership 
that it is unwise for them to pursue their 
goal of world domination after, and in spite 
of, the onset of the necleonic age: Unwise 
because nuclear. technology has all but de- 
stroyed the last vestige of the Marxian argu- 
ment that due to the scarcity of resources, 
the abolition of private ownership is the 
prerequisite for material well-being of all 
members of society; and unwise, further, 
because the continued pursuit ‘of the revolu- 
tionary goal, in disregard of the dangers of 
nuclear war and of the unpopularity of the 
Soviet Government at home, may spell the 
doom of the Communist regime, regardless 
of what would happen to the free world. 

Western statesmen should not tire in ex- 
plaining and emphasizing those two points. 
If, ultimately, the Soviet Government were 
to accept those two propositions, a new era 
would have begun and unless a new aggres- 
sor were to arise, the danger of nuclear ruin 
ipso facto would have ended. Unfortunately, 
it is most probable ore the fet Govern- 
ment, at least iA ave ok Rea BS | 
will not accept the abit of, those: ape 
tiowtt" dnd, partly: fer Peaséng ommitettcttat 
bitheittsd! PEt “awe e-DI its inability to 


political task, of course, should in-} 4 


agotoay which it needs to legiti- 


domination. 
devastation is posed anew. 

In the absence of adequate powers of per< 
suasion, the threat of nuclear aggression 
against the free world can be eliminated only 
if the Soviet Government is changed or re- 
placed. An alternate, though less conclu- 
sive solution, would involve a substantial 


retraction of the Soviet power orbit. Shall. 


‘ bd consider the need to weaken, modify, or 


Feplace the Soviet Government to be the 12th” 


fer ‘fact of the nuclear age? 

an effective Iibération policy appears as 
one of the few alternatives to continued life 
in the shadow of nuclear death, with its ex- 
pensive and growing demands for constant 
military readiness. It is true that a policy 
of liberation in and by itself poses the threat 
of atomic conflict, the important difference 
being, however, that an initiative policy by 
the free world would make it impossible for 
the aggressor to rig the game entirely in his 
favor and to create situations which would 
be most favorable to his plans of attack. If 
the would-be aggressor were kept off balance 
and forced to busy himself with his own de- 
fenses rather than with offensive plans, the 
threat of atomic devastation might be dimin- 
ished. 

In the nuclear age, political and military 
initiative is an indispensible prerequisite of 
security, while loss of initiative poses insol< 
uble problems. The term “initiative” is not 
used here as a circumlocution for preventive 
war. Hundreds of initiatives are possible 
without resort to military conflict. As an ex- 
ample of a successful American initiative, we 
may recall the decision to acquire the hydro- 
gen bomb before the Soviet Union. How- 
ever, the time may come when a dispassion- 
ate survey of the security problems of the 
free world would indicate that these prob= 
lems cannot he solved except through the de- 
berate resort to force. We should hope that 
such a momient never will come, But we 
must remember that in order to secure our 
safety without an offensive strategy, our mil- 
itary posture would have to be strengthened 
considerably and that, conversely, if no such 
strengthening occurs, the fateful decision 
may become inevitable. It is easy to pro- 
nounce cliché opinions about this grave 
problem and to take pleasure in pointing out 
that preventive war is logical nonsense: War 
cannot be fought to prevent war. True; but 
war can, and occasionally must be fought to 
prevent disaster and perdition, Only one 
thin is worse than nuclear war: Defeat in 
Aste a Wa “And ‘this’ is the 13th fact to 
whiéh I'wish to call attention. 

Article I, section 10, paragraph 3 of the 
Constitution of the United States anticipated 
the need of initiative and offensive security 
actions in case of “imminent danger as will 
not admit of delay;’” if such dangers occur, 
the States may “engage in war * * * with- 
out the consent of Congress.” So long as the 
United States clings to the concept that un- 
der no possible circumstance will it initiate 
war, not even while the opponent is prepar- 
ing to strike, so long the initiative will re- 
main in Soviet hands. In the seven genera- 
tions of its existence, the United States has 
waged quite a number of wars and in every 
one of them—this possibly includes World 
War II—the United States faced up to the in= 
eluctable decision and initiated hostilities 
on its own volition. There is absolutely no 
factual basis for the contention that democ- 
racy abhors war. The very nature of democ- 
racy demands that it accept its responsi- 
Peru and that, while it should not seek war 
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eho the destruction of regis SORG1 FOG 
system: ‘Has it Pot “pécome apparent new. 
that the world would be a better place—and 


Hence, the threat of atomic 


that many millions of innocent Jauman hee 
a still would he alive—if ARIE fats eon 
between go ait ae i= 
Fa ig) Rae. ance Has * slates 
anmanapenbie, ‘excessively costly. pay ae 
ly destructive. 

No doubt, in the nuclear era, a whr | Son 
is of far graver import than a similar sion 
before 1945. Personally, I never woulf Tavor 
a@ war decision unless there is a clear,"ureent, 
and immediate need to anticipate and fore- 
stall attack with no other solution being 
avallable, and unless there is no ather way 
to avoid a clearly inevitable war-ii$,a later 
date and under significantly mosey mfavyor= 
able circumstances. 

However, looking back at my owg reactions 
of 20 years ago, I remember arguing, too, that 
war should be waged against Hitler only un- 
der conditions of extreme necessity. But was 
that policy so wise? Was it not based on the 
invalid assumption that the Nazi regime was 
unstable? Did this policy not provide Hitler 
with many trumps and allow him to oytarm 
his opponents? Maybe the ideals of facifism 
are so lofty that the pride which we hid to 
pay—and which in the end possibly will have 
included a future world war III—was not too 
high. But again, was it such a good idea to 
refuse paying the relatively small price re- 
quired to hold China during 1947.and 1949, 
seize North Korea in 1950, and liquidate 
Communist China after it actually had 
attacked United States forces? Far. from 
embracing preventive war, the United 
States adopted a strategy of not fighting 
back and of deliberately averting At8 own 
victory. What did this new departure in 
militant peacefulness save for us tw.South- 
east Asia? What will it have saved for us 
after Communist China and Russia will have 
developed .modern industries and combined 
their military resources? Clearly, dO we not 
have a policy of avoiding the smaller and 
easier wars to make the big and pig wars 
ever more Inevitable? In any event, in pro= 
claiming good intentions of peack fulness 
with respéct_to future wars we aré forced to 
idok hard at the 14th fact of the atomic 
age which; péthaps; is the most ominous of 
fll: That in an atomic conflict the force 
which plans to strike second never may be in 


a position t6 strike at all. ~ 


In the discharge Of its security duties toe 
ward itself, its allies, and toward the free 
world, the United States must seize the po- 
litical initiative. Yet, this initiative cannot 
be seized so long as the opponent knows that 
the United States does not mean “It seriously 
and will shrink away from the ultimate con- 
sequence. The United States also may have 
to seize the military inittative, but nothing 
effective can be done in either field so long as 
the opponent is allowed to count upon his 
double ability to determine the timing of the 
war and to strike the first blow. No sus<- 
tained and successful American initiative is 
possible while the by far most important 
decision is left in Soviet hands. — 

Without vigorous initiative, there can be 
no liberation, nor can the Sovjets be dis- 


Se. 
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suaded from their clearly avowed aggressive - 


intentions. Yet, unless this Soviet abjective 
of world domination is eliminated, there is 
no real chance of avoiding WATS “and, nate 
urally, unless the basic military "initiatives 
are in free world hands, there wil] pe, no pro- 
tection against devastation, loss q@frlife and 
defeat, nor preservation of free ‘Tasfitutions 
and democracy. We may get 


WW, with a 
policy of the least effort, but oni 4£ our op- 
7 what we 


ph first 


was that 
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ponent is thoroughly frightened 
can do.to him after we recelyéd- 
blows. It is in the nature of atom 
he has no overwhelming reason ve 
sively frightened. 


Tosum it allup: We have a po void= 
004 600 40008020 achieve pis— 
the danger of war is becoming pve eun- 
“manageable. To keep the mil * BD wtion. 


under control and.to preserve our democratic 
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institutions, we shall have to make 2 stand 
at some time. On the basis of the record of 
the yéafs 1933°to 1954, we can say confidently 
that the soorier anti the firmer {the United 
States will make this stand, the easier the* 
task will be and the greater the chance of 
foregtalling atomic warfare. 

Tv “world is full of unprecedented dan- 


gers, y argue about the means by 
whick: gers could be overcome, if such 
mea Fe tutilized. But we should realize 


that, ‘allprobability, the dangers will per- 
sist. &t lg easy to predict the doom of our 
civilizutign and quite unrewarding to pro- 
pose concrete—and costly and unpopular— 
military and political measures aiming to in- 
sure the survival of that civilization. I can- 
not help feeling, however, that this civiliza- 
tion is a ‘spiritual force and, therefore, not 
susceptible to physical destruction, In any 
event,,1f cannot survive if the people who 
live unter its blessings display a deplorable 
weakness of conviction and lack the ethos 
of courage. Nor can this civillzation survive 
if its intellectual elites, fearful of risk, ef- 
fort, and self-assertion, advise collective po~ 
litical suicide. This is a statement which 
can be supported with historical evidence 
and which I intend to be an objective prop- 
osition. I-realize that the advocacy of sui- 
cide is not always intentional and that 
praiseworthy desires often are the midwives 
of deadly proposals, 

I would like to add, and say it clearly, that 
I have nothing but contempt for those who 
are willing to surrender to communrism in 
order to avoid nuclear war and thus.to as- 
sure the physical survival and the éfi$lave- 
ment of the maximum number. If ‘such 2 
spirit were typical of the free society, our 
civilization would be dead now. I do not 
believe that doom is near, let alone ‘that it 
has come. But I am worried that the Vocies 
of cowardice are heard far more often than 
the voices of determination. I, too, want my 
family and my friends to survive and I do 
want to live to the end of my natural days. 
Everyone has the instinctive animal fear of 
death. But it hardly pays to survive for the 
blessings of a slave existence and it will be 
intolerable to purchase survival through the 
betrayal of value and conscience. Policies 
cannot be based just on the instinct 6f self- 
preservation, Do intellectuals and politi- 
cians have a lesser moral obligation than the 
simple private of whom they expect that he 
sacrifice himself when ordered into battle? 
Our entire society has been pushed into mor- 
tal conflict. In some way, most of Us are 
now manning a battle station. Must we not 
be true to our duties? 

The issue of the present world conflict is 
whether communism will be victorious ‘or be 
destroyed. The hydrogen bomb has not 
changed this issue, not by one iota, If the 
desire for freedom were a variable dependent 
on the expected rate of casualties, we should 
not even attempt to fight. If, however, na- 
tional and individual freedom is our highest 
political value, then we should do our ‘best 
to keep casualties to a minimum—even in 
the country of our opponent—but we should 
not be deterred by the cost of the conflict; 
the cost of defeat and of loss of principle 
would be still higher. 

We are living today twice as long as the 
generations who conquered freedont for’ us 
and established the foundations of goo@ gov~ 
ernment, Our task is to preserve and im~ 
prove freedom for ourselves and for our‘de- 
scendants, and to bring freedom to those who 
still are enslaved. The way to solve a serious 
problem is not to distort or ignore it, but to 
handle it; to take all precautions: which 
prudence imposes, to accept the irreducible 
risks, to bear the required responsibilities 
and to follow the dictates of one’s” con- 
science... To cringe before the enemy,’td'be- 


abandon oneself to the visions of apodalyptic 


horror is despleable: “At. Is moral self-de- 
struction to which atériic devastation would 
add little. but phy confirmation and 
maerited punishmett 
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